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1. Arm. fbpl merk 

Antoine Meillet (1977, pp. 268-269) has compared Arm. 
merk ‘naked,’ fluctuating between o- and a/i- stems, with a 
semantically close but phonologically not very similar group of 
Indo-European terms for nakedness that go back to *nog"-: Skt. 
nagna-, Av. mayna- (dissimilated from *nayna), Olr. nocht, Goth. 
nagaps, Lat. nikdus (< *nogedos, see Walde 1938, p. 185), Lith. 
níogas, Slav nag». This etymology, specifically deriving merk from 
*neg"-ro- and explaining the unaccountable change of the anlaut 
by taboo (and sometimes, by even darker references to the fate of 
the initial *n in Avestan, cf. Solta 1960, p. 228) is widely accepted 
(see Pokorny 1959, p. 769). 

Despite all its attractive aspects, semantic identity included, it 
is difficult to defend this etymology, mainly for phonological 
reasons. The postulated extravagancy of *n- remains one of the 
main obstacles, but in fact, there are more, such as, for example, 
the unique vocalism of merk confronted with *nog"- and *nog"- of 
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other branches. In any case, merk seems to need other possible 
solutions one of which is discussed below. 

I would compare merk as a continuant of *merag- with a 
group of Baltic lexical units including Lith. márgas 'motley, 
márgis 'id.' and a corresponding verb mirgu, mirgéti, 'twinkle, 


shimmer, flicker,' Lett. mirgu, mirdzet 'shimmer, twinkle, shine 
(see Fraenkel 1962, p. 410; Büga 1961, pp. 413, 440, 444, 467). The 
same stem is widely distributed in Lithuanian hydronymy (Vanagas 
1981, p. 205). The traditional etymology of Lith. márgas (Pokorny 
1959, p. 734) leads to a different (and erroneous) Indo-European 
reconstruction with a labiovelar (*merg"-) based on the unhappy 
comparision with Gk. àutoppóc which happens to mean ‘companion’ 
or ‘shepherd’ (as to the source of its other meaning, ‘obscure,’ see 
Chantraine 1968, p. 77). The position of traditional Germanic 
parallels of Lith. margas- ON myrkr ‘dark’ and ‘darkness’ and OS 
mirki ‘dark’ - seems to be rather uncertain. Thus, Baltic words 
turn out to be practically isolated in Indo-European (on a Slavic 
cognate, *mprgati ‘wink, blink,’ see Vasmer 1986, p. 652). 

As Nevskaya has shown in a series of papers (1984; 1985; 
1986; 1986a), one of the basic semantic components of Lith. 
margas and mirgéti is ‘abundance of light, shining, brilliance, 
brightness’ cf., especially, uZmirgéti ‘rise and shine (of the sun)’ 
(Nevskaya 1984, p. 135). It is highly probable that this semantic 
component constituted the original meaning of *merag- underlying 
the Baltic word. Now, the development of ‘shining’ to ‘naked’ 
and/or ‘bare’ belongs to well-known patterns of semantic 
evolution, cf., for example, Slav golb ‘naked, bare’ < *ghel- ‘shine’ 
(Trubachev 1980, p. 15 with a general semasiological comment). 
This leads me to the reconstruction of an Armenian-Baltic isogloss 
continuing IE *merag- ‘shine, shimmer’ with a specific secondary 
development of meaning in Armenian. 


2. Агт. Цшр.@ kat'n 
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The aim of the present note is to revive an old and nearly 
forgotten etymology of kat‘n ‘milk,’ an n-stem, once compared 
with Gk. yaAa- ‘id.’ (Adjarian 1973, pp. 480-481 with literature). 
The comparative material includes, besides the Greek word 
continuing YaAaKt-, Lat. lac, lactis ‘id.’ < *glact- (Pokorny 1959, 
pp. 400-401 reconstructing a somewhat inexact *glak- or *glag-) 
and also Hitt galaktar ‘sweet juice of plants used in rituals’ 
(<*‘milk’?), galattar ‘id.’ galank- ‘feed well’ (Friedrich, 
Kammenhuber 1975, p. 61). Another potential cognate, Alb. 
dhallé ‘buttermilk,’ should be ruled out as it cannot reflect a stem 
ending in *-kt- (not to speak of its anlaut implying a palatal *2-). 

The main problem of the Indo-European word for milk, that 
of its vocalism, cannot be solved here. In any case, it is clear that 
we have to deal with an alternating structure, something like 
*galakt- or *glakt-. The latter variant seems to be a reasonably 
good source of the Armenian form. In Armenian, kat'-n reflects an 
earlier, pre-Lautverschiebung *gat-. Its connection with 
*glakt- may be based on two essential presumptions. First, we 
should expect IE *-kt- to yield to Arm. -t'-. Second, the anlaut 
cluster *g/- should be simplified to *g- » Arm. k-. In both cases, 
we lack definite information. While the evolution *-kt- » -t'- is 
something that might be naturally expected (even though there is 
no such change of IE *t in a similar cluster of *-ght- » *-k't- in 
dustr ‘daughter’), the development of *g/- to *g- and then to 
k- seems to be explained by the specific and easily tabooed nature 
of the word for *milk' (Devoto 1962, p. 275). 


3. Arm. pm e t'uk'. ‘saliva’ 

This Armenian word is traditionally linked to various 
Indo-European verbs displaying considerable similarity but, at the 
same time, lacking a common, phonologically sound, denominator: 
Skt. sthivati ‘spit,’ Gk. mtb@ ‘id.’ and the like (Adjanian 1973, p. 
212; Solta 1960, p. 156). Even if this etymology is accepted and 
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developed (see Greppin 1982, p. 352, suggesting *py as a source of 
Arm. ('- in t'uk' as well as in t'oyn ‘venom’), there remain certain 
insurmountable including the derivational aspect: as far as I know, 
a form in *-k- is unique and has no explanation. Moreover, in 
Armenian we deal with a secondary verbal derivative t'k'anem, 
that is, the situation is opposite to what is normally found in all 
other Indo-European dialects. From my point of view, this is a 
serious reason for reconsidering the etymology of tuk‘. 

One of the most attractive options is, in this case, to look for 
a more or less areally close source, recently defined by Greppin 
(1990, p. 204) as ‘the unknown substratum.’ In fact, this source, to 
a certain extent, may be identified as a layer of relatively recent 
(North) Caucasian, Kartvelian and Indo-European loanwords in 
Armenian. In our particular case t'uk' is not only a loanword but 
also an omomatopoeia represented in such forms as Kurd 
tu ‘spittle, Afgh. tà 'id.,' tükal ‘spit,’ Prakrit thukka- ‘spittle,’ Hindi 
thik 'id.,' Panjabi thük, thü ‘id.,’ cf. also Ossetic (Digor) 
listug ‘spittle’ < *lixs-tuq, see Abaev 1979, p. 308-309 (with 
literature and a mistaken reference to "Arm. t'u&)"; cf. also 
Adjarian, ibid. citing similar Turkic forms. 


4. Arm. umnuiquuw dragast 

This word for 'cover, veil' is not very clear, either 
derivationally (Brugmann 1906, pp. 439-440) or etymologically 
(Adjarian 1971, p. 248). From the structural point of view, it is 
tempting to compare aragast with araspel 'tale, legend' and 
arastal 'ceiling' (Adjarian 1971, pp. 253-255), both continuing 
deverbative nouns with prefix ar(a)- « pra-. As far as arastal is 
concerned, it may be analyzed as a reflection of *pra-stol(y)a (or, 
rather, *pra-stel(y)à with a specific development of *e as in tasn, 
cf. also below) while araspel seems to continue *pra-spelà (on its 
plausible Albanian cognates see Orél 1985). Now, a similar 
derivational pattern may be suggested for ara-gast if ara- here is 
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treated as the same prefix. As to the root of the word, -gast, it 
should be linked to IE *wes- reflected in z-gest ‘clothes’ = Lat. 
vestis and in the corresponding verb z-genum = Gk. EVVUUL. In this 
case, ara-gast is morphologically extremely close to z-gest despite 
the difference in vocalism. Perhaps, this difference is of purely 
phonological nature and may be explained by a specific context of 
-a- in -gast, presumably, from *-westya in contrast to -gest from 
*westi-. 
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